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AR WAR COLLEGE RESFARCH REPORT ARSTRACT

TUPLES 1S THE USAF OFPICER CORPS A PIGHTING FORCE?

AUTHORS:  Gary L. Lindner, Colonel, LIAF

NDavid R, Leve, Licutunant Colonel, LSAY

A historical review of Air Force officer corps size and a
compacison of rated to nonrateu populations introduce an in-depth look
at the effoctiveness of the USAF officer force. Initially, the
officer requiroments process is discussed., This is followed by
analysces of the officer corps size in relation to enlisted population,
force structure, and installations. Officer growth patterns are
scrutinjzed by major command and occupational specialty. Conclusions
derived (rom the authors' rescarch point out a net decrease in
Cighting force effectiveness of our officer corps over the last

decade. Recomnendations to correct this adverse trend are offered.
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CHAPTZR I
INTRODUCTION

The National Sccurity Act of 1947 stated that, "The Air
Porce shall bue organized, trained, and equipped primarily for
proapt and sustained offensive and Jdofensive air operations.”
Nothing since the ostablishment of the Air Force as a sepatate
service has altered this fundamental charter. Air Porce Manual

1-1, Rasic Aecospace Doctrine of the United States Air FPorce,

yous on to nay thats

the hasic objective of acrospace forces is to win

the accospace battle--to gain and/or maintain control
of the acronpace eavitonmont and to take decisive
actions immediastely and directly against an enemy's
warfighting capacity. These actions include neutrali-
2im or destroying the cnemy's forces, his command and
control mechanisms, and his sustaining warfighting
capacity. As a critical eloment of the interdependent
land-naval =acrobspace team, airpower can be the decisive
Corea in warfaro., Commanders must design their war-

fighting orgunization aml plans to take advantage of
this relationship.!

Cluarly, this is consistent with our basic warfighting charter.

Unlike the Army, Navy, and Marines, our fighting forces
come almost exclusively {rom the officer corps. More
specifically, the rated and missile operations officers acre the
warrioc element within the Air Force. We expect changes in our
force structure and officer corps to affect our combat
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effectiveness.

During the past decade, the Air Porew, along with the
other services, has comc under increasing criticinsm for the
sanagement of the officer cotps. Many svll-appointed dofanie

reformers have taken broadsido shots at the military ofCicer

corps. Edward Luttwak in his book, The Pentagon and the Art of

Yar, devotes two chaptert to what he «alls an oftlicer surplus,
Here's an example of how he vicws the situation.

The grossly excessive nmmber of ofticors above middie
rank drowns the undoubted talent and dedication of indivi-
dual officers in the mediocrity of the crowd. And the
diftfusion of decision-making power among the many separate
military bureaucracies that have proliferated over the

years to accommodate all those officers defoats the pursuit

of any coherant polizy in peace or war. The conscguences
of the officer surpius for tho peacetime wanagoment of the
rilitary establishment are widespread amd sueprisingly
harmful .

Senator Gary Hart and William Lind, in their bhook,

Merica Can Win, assert that:

there is a large surplus of officers in the ranks

of major/lieutenant ~ommandor and above. This surplus
causes much of the buceaucratization and centcalization
that plague our artmed secvices and coeduee military
effectiveness. Since there are far fewer real jobi--
those that actuaily need to he done--than there are
middle and senior ranking oflicers, vast numbers of
make-work jobs are created. To compete f{or promotions,
officers must be very busy in these unnecessary jobs,
and their activity results in the gencracion of paper,
in pushing decisions to ever highcer levels, and in
doing everything by cosmittec consensus.?

Their solution is to reduce the field grade f[orce by 5@ percent;

3 solution that does not appear to be derived from any rational

analysis.
In addition to "enlightennd® authors, the scevicoes are
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copuatedly being pressod by Congress to cut manpower. Rarely
. does a budgot cycle go by without pressure to cut personnel
positions. Air Porce Times headlines give us a blow-by-blow
desceiption of imponding doom: September 21, 1987--"Congress
Likely to Order Officer Cuts of 1% for 1988; "4 November 16,
1987-="11i 11 Canfeorunce Apprtoves Cut of 3,000 Officer Slots; "3
January 11, 1988--"20,888 Cut Planned in AP End Strength;*$
Januacy 18, 1988--"0f(icer Cut of 2,255 Planned by September

30.*7 1conically, Alt Porce Times headlines rarely translate

into reality, but they do keep emotions running high. The most
teveont proposals for congressionally sponsored force reductions
ace spearheaded Ly Scnator John Glenn, a former military officer.
Not to he outdone, the General Accounting Office has recently
joined in the foray with a study ccitical of the Air Force systea
of detormining manpower requiremonts.$ Additionally, Senator
Gloan hag asked the Ceneral Accounting Office to cenduct a study
of Aic Porce pilot requirements.®
Expecivnce has shown that there is no shortage of critics
whon it comes Lo rocommendations on how to operate the military.
Despite their disclaimers, critics of the military since the
Vietnam oxpoerionce have javariably had two themes. First, the
Depactment of Defense gets too large a share of the federal
budget. Sccond, our militacy has too many people, especially in
the otficer corps. For critics, reducing military manpower is a
. quick soiution to satisfying both themes. In order to shape our
manpower requirements and intelligently respond to our critics,

3




it is important that we loarn as much as possible about nuy
officer corps.

The objectiva of this paper is to take a look at the Air
Force officer corps frca some different angles, and, in the
process, attempt to get a hoettor qgrasp of its oflectiveness as o
fighting force. 1If we'tre satisfied that we've taken prudent
actions in building our ¢.ficer corps, then we can respond Lo ouc
critics in good faith. If we're not satisfiaed with what we soo,
then at least we have a basis for making future manpower
decisions.

Our first step in the process will bo to take o
historical look at our officer corps size amxi how it has variod
since our inceptinn as an independent sirvieco. The noxt stop i
to assess how officer requiramonts are determined,  Then, some
comparisons of the officer corps to enlisted strength, C(ocee
structure, and installations will, hopefully, give us 4 bettoer
concept of the relationship hetwoen the officer corps and othee
Air Porce elements. Analyses of officers by major command and
occupational speciality will further clarify where our ofticers
are and what they are doing. At this paint, we should have
enough information to make sonc spocific statements about the Ade
Force officer corps along with any recommendations Lthat may be

appropriate,




CHAPTER 11

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF OPFICER CORPS SIZE

The Alr Porce officer corps traces its history back to
the Aemy Air Corps. At the end of World War Il in August 1948,
Air Corps officer strength poaked at 245,511, Anxious to
demobilize, the total number of officers assigned to aviation and
related specialtios plummetod to 31,497 by December of the
following yoar. 1In 1947, the Air Force was established as an
independent sexvice and began to chart its own path.

Since that time, several events have occurred which have
affected the size of our officer force. Among these are the
Korean Conflict, the introduction of a formidable strategic
arsenal, the Southcast Asia Conflict, and an increased
conveational military comnitment to our NATO allies. For the
last 15 ycars, we have not bheen involved in any conflict
requicing o large military commitment. Clearly these events,
along with others, have impacted the size of our officer force.

The following table traces officer force totals from 1950
to 1985 in five-year increments, This information is graphically

depicted in yearly increments for the same period at Attachment

1,




YEAR OFFICHERS

- e nm

195¢ 57,006
1955 137,149
1969 129,689
1965 131,812
1970 129,352
1975 105,161
1980 97,901
1985 108,400

Source: AF/MPPTFl

A review of this data caoflects substantial qrowth of the
officer corps in the early years as an independent service.
Certainly some of this early qgrowth can be attributed to cvents
such as the Berlin Airlift in 1948 and the Korcan War (rom
1950-1953. Air Force officer strength peaked in 1956 at 142,078
and then began a gradual roduction to approximately 134,008 by
1960. Officer totals rose in 1967-1969 to ‘' 135,40 plus canye
with a peak in 1968 of 139,600. This growth undoubtedly rosulted
from the increased manpower rcquirements associated with our
Southeast Asia involvement. However, somewhat surprisingly, we
witness a gradual decline in the numbor of active duty Air Forae
officers during the latter portion of our involvement in Vietnam.
From 1969 until our final withdrawal in 1975, the not reduction
in the officer force was almost 20,6848, "This downward troml
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continuod until 1978 when the total dipped to 95,643, lHowever,
from 197¢ theough 1989, oftlicer totals climbed steadily, beck
over the 100,008 mark, reoaching 108,400 by the end of fiscal year
1985,

At this point, we have a fundamenta! undecstanding of
officor strenyth totals from our beginning as a separate service
to the modern ora.  Two intercosting points emerge from this
overall look at olficer strength. PFirst is the consistent
reduetion in total officers during the height of the Vietnam
conflict from 1968 through the mid-1979's. Just as interesting,
Bowever, is Lthe growth the Aic Force has experienced from the
late 1979's throuyh the last fiscal year. What makes this
notewarthy is that our country does not have a history of

military manpower growth during times of peace.

OFFICER CORPS COMPOSITION

At this juncture, it may prove useful to examine the
composition of our officer corps over the last 35 years. Many
who 1ook at the Air Force officer segment fccus heavily on the
eated (pilots, naviyators, observers) population. The rationale
for this scems to center on the expense involved in training
flyers and the fact that they constitute the bulk of our fighting
force.

The following table is a numerical comparison of rated
and nonrated officers at five year intervals. For an annual
comparison from 1954-1985, refer to Attachment 2,
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YEAR TOTAL RATED NONRATED

— on - - - ... PICIRY TR 5Y

1953 57,006 31,830 25,176
1955 137,149 71,661 65,488
1960 129,689 72,644 57,041
1965 131,621 65,511 66,148
1976 129,532 54,156 15,176
1975 105,161 46,639 SH, 922
1980 97,901 15,104 62,401
1985 168,400 34,515 13,8695

Source: AP/MPPTH2

It is in this comparison that we roveal same rathoer
dramatic information about the composition of our aoflicer corps.
Most significant is how the balance batween the rated and
nonrated force has radically shifted over the last 35 ycars.
Other than for a brief period in Lhe carly 19%8°'s, our officar
corps was predominantly a rated [ocree through 1965, The ratod
population peaked in 1957 at 78,459, Offlicor accessions dueing
the late 1960's concentrated hcavily on nontated specialties.
The peak in nonrated officer population occurred in 1968 at
80,406. Total officer numbers poeaked as well that year with
139,600 active duty officers.

As mentioned earlier, it was in 1968 that o consistent

8




Force deawdown bugan that would affect toth the nonrated and
tated ofticer totals. The reduction in the rated force continued
until 1984, In fact, the tated population in the Air Porce has
doclined overy year (tom 1957-1984., In the 1980°'s the rated
forer stabilized at the mid-30,000 range. The nonrated force
algo bogan o drawdown trom 1968 force levels; however, unlike the
tatad force, this trend stopped in 1977, and since that time the
nontated focee has expecionced consistent annual growth. An
intecosting conpacison shows that the nonrated force experienced
9 net reduction of slightly over 1,000 officers (75,176 vs
73,87%) from 1970 to 1985. During that same period, the rated
torce oxperionced o reduction of almost 20,000 officers (54,356
v 34,%9159). This represents a radical change in the composition

of thy officer corps,

RATED/NONRATED OFFICER DEMOGRAPHICS
Because of the marked difference in the population shifts
between the rated and nonrated communities, it may prove useful
to examine and compare them as separate groups. Until the
mid-1960's, most Air Force officers were aviators. However,
since that time the majority have been nonflying officers. The
chart bhelow reflects what percentage of the total officers were

tated at five-year intervals throughout our history. Attachment

31 shows this information in graph form for each year.




PERCENTAGE OF LINE OFFICERS WITH AERONAUTICAL RATING

1959 561
1955 52%
1960 563
1965 501
197¢ 4213
1975 443
1984 K1)}
1985 n

Source: AF/MPPTF3

One basic fact emerges from this information--the Air
Force has transitioned from a predominantly vated officer corps
to one that is currently over two-thirds nonratoed. Ono
explanation for this is that, in the past, many aviators wore
used in positions that could have bheen just as ovasily manncd by o
nonflyer. This was true in the late 19%4's and carly 1964's as
our pilot surplus ranged as high as 5,6%9 in 1965 and our
navigator surplus peaked at 6,231 in 1964.% 1t was also true in
the mid-1976's with pilot surpluses reaching 5,877 in 1976 and
navigator overages peaking at 1,344 a ycar later,? Many remomboer
the large contingent of aviators who were sent into rated
supplement duties during the 197¢°'s along with very liberal
separation policies. By 1986, the pendulumn had reversed course,

10




Bigh aviataor sepacation rates along with the lowest undergraduate

é flying training production rates in history created a shortage of
fiyors compat:x! to the validaled rated requicement. Tor example,
undergraduate pilot training production in 1979 was 1047 compared
to 4,032 in 1972, A year later (1980) we had 1467 fewer pilots
than the 22,963 requiroment and 346 fewer navigators than the
19,471 tuqulrunuut.‘ These shortfalls were offsct to some degree
by higher than anticipated retention and by reducing the rated
guppluiment, Lo minimum accoptabla lovels (2,951 positiona).7
Additionaliy, we returned to force sustaining undergraduate
filying teaining lovels by 1982,

The purpose in ceviewing this part ol the officer corps
history is to illustrate how we reached at least a temporary
salance by 1985 of rated inventory and requirements. This is
jmportant in that the 32% rated/68% nonrated officer ratio in
198% was not driven by any large excess or deficit of rated
officers.

There are some conclusions that we can reach as 3

congeguence of our historical review:

1. The Air Porce officer corps has transitioned from a
predominantly rated to noncated force.
2. The officer corgs has coxperienced consistent growth
since 1978,
. 3. Officer increases since 1978 have been almost
exclusively in nonrated specialties.

11




Based on these conclusions, it would be logical to
examine officer requirements, and how thoy are dorived. This
review should validate the procoss by which officer foree totals

are justified within the Air Porce.
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CHAPTER LIt
QFPICER REQUIREMENTS

*“The Air Forcee qenorally is rocognized as the leader
mong the services in using sciontific means to determine
pecaonnel cequirements.®! A roviow of the manpower cequirement
process will give a hotter umlerstanding of how the system works,
Tho following is o summary of the process contained in APR 26-1,

The three major groups in the Air Porce manpower
functional stuft ocrganization are the Air Staff Director of
Maonpower and Organization, the Air Porce Management Engineering
Mency (AFMEA) and its subordinate Punctional Management
Bngincecing Teams, and the Major Command Directors of Manpower
and Organization and their Command Management Bngineering Teams.
The USAF Director is the focal point for overall policy and
direction of the Air Force manpower program. AFMEA operates
under the Cunctional management engineering concept, using
functional management engincering teams. The teams develop and
maintain manpower standards in Air Porce common functions by
conducting industeial enyineering studies. Currently, there are

eleven functional areas in which these teams conduct studies:

13




Comptroller

Data Automation

Engineering and Setvicoes

Maintenance and Supply

Medical

Munitions

Manpower and Personncl

Sacurity Police

Special Staff

Transportation

Intel ligence
These teams cover approximataly two-thirds of the Alr Forcw total
manpover resources, with ongoing plans for laccceased coverage.
MAJCOM manpowetr directors basically have the siwac
responsibilities as their Air Staff counterparts, with managoment
engineering teams distributed throughout the respoctive major

commands. ?

MANAGEMENT ENGINEERING PROCENS

The cornerstone of the Air Porce manpower managoment
concept is the management enginecring process. 1t is through the
development of manpower standards that manpower caquirements are
determined and justified. This process roelies on the industrial
techniques applied by the managoment engincurs. These techniques
include activities such as time study, work sampling, queuing
analysis, and operational audit. PFollowing work mcasurement and

L4




computations, tho standards ate statfed and approved by HQ USAF
and APMEA.D

wWhen aaf Cicient manpower cesources ace not available to
cover an increase in manpower coquirements, they ate entered into
the planning, programming, amd Ludgeting system (PPB8S) through
MAJCOM or Alr Staff-sponsoted progcam decision packages (POPs).
These PO are goeneral ly accoptssl by the Aic Porce Boacd
Structure with Little or no debate, bheceuse their bases and
validity are aot generally understood by anyone outside the
manpower community. Additionally, manpower additions/deletions
tend to be inccemontal in nature, and are frequently associated
with new progcams or projects. As a consequence, entire caceer
fiovlds ore rarcly looked at by the board structure for a "big
picture” review. In short, the review process is generally
confined to the manpower axperts.$

Recently, our manpower systom has been the target of a
Goneral Accounting Office (GAO) ruport.® As mentioned eacrlier,
the current Functional Managument Engincering concept pucportedly
covers 60 peceent of the manpower resources by specific
work-related criteria, while the GAO contention is that only
about H2 percent of Air Force positions are covered by these type
measurements. Reyardless of the precise percentage, it is safe
to say that hetween one-thicd and one-half of the total Air Force

manpower requirement is not covered by specific work-related

data.
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RATED MANAGEMENT PROCKSS

Military aviator roquirsmoents are governed by an enticoly
separate process, but with the manpower community still in the
loop. The 23 April 1987 Ratad Managemant Document covers this
process in detaii. Bxcerpts from that document follow to give
the reader an understanding of this unique activity. Our curcont
ratud management system evolved from the Rated Distcibution and
Training Management concept developed in the mid-197¢s.6

Under the current structure, AP/X00TW is the focal point
for the Air Porce rated management process. However, numarous
other agencies actively perticipate i{n the proceas, providing «
scries of checks anl balances. MAJCOM inputs arc integral in
terms of constraints, training capabilities, and progr.oemed
flying training documents. Personnel (AF/DPX) dotoeminen ratd
inventory projections and undcerqgraduate flying training ratos to
sustain the rated force. Manpower (AP/PRM) ix focal point for
rated requirements. APF/X00 and the MAJCUMS determine absorption
and stability criteria and, with the assistance of APMIC,
distribute the rated force accordingly.

As mentioned, Air Staff manpowcr helps detcemine rvated
requirements. These requiremants are published aftor cevery major
budget exercise (three times per (iscal yoear) and are based on
the funded Air force program as of that cxercise. Justification
for a rated requirement must he based on at least one ol the
following: force structure, training proyrams, overhead
workload, professional/cacrecr dovelopment and education. Foree

16




structure in the major factor for dotermining rated needs and is
computad by applying erow catio andd craw complement factors to
the number of aiceraft. Training needs translate directly into
instractoe needa,.  These are quantified by applying student loads
and instructor to student catios. Closely associated is the
studant authocrization (post UFT) which translate into student
load Jdata. Overheoad workload factors are documented by manpower
teams and coviawed by Alr Stat{ manpower officials. Currently,
stalt requirowments growth must be associated with supporting
focce ntructure gruwth. In the absence of force structure
growth, agencies must {dentiCy tradeofis from within their
authorizvd rated staffl before now authocisations can be approved.
The camaining catoyories of rated ctequicrements--APIT, PHE,
supplemaant, and transiont Jiffer in that they cannot be tracked
to specific rated manpower authorizations. Rated supplement,
AFIT and PME requicoments are manyeac allogancos for rated
officers to participate in professional development and education
or to broaden their careves by seeving in a8 nonrated caceer
ficld. These requirements were set by the Rated Supplement
Prview Board in 1979 and 19868

The rated force is hiyhly visible in that numerous
agencies participate in the requirements justification process.
Additionally, there are two competing needs within the rated
community which consistently spark heavy debate. On the one
hand, there is a requirement to sustain the rated force through

sufficient production to fill all rated needs in the future.
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Certainly, retention and econometric factors play heavily on
rated force projections. On the other hand, limitations such as
training assets, stability, and experience critecia tend to put a
limit on the number of pilots and navigators MAJCOMS can absorb.
Without gquestion, the rated force lives under a microscope, not
only within the Air Porce, but in Conyress as well., Of all
personnel data displays provided in the "USAF Summary,” aore are
allocated to rated force analysis, and pilots in pacticular, than
any other occupation group in the Air Porce.? Most tecently,
Senator John Glenn has asked the GAO to conduct an audit of pilot
tequirements.19

This information illustrates the cequirements
determination process and highlights some of the differences that
exist in the world of manpower requirements. As a consaquence of
this discussion, we can draw some conclusions:

l. Some nonrated officer requirements arc not covered by
the management engineering process.

2. All rated officer requiremonts are quantified ond
examined through an extensive rated management process.

3. Ratad officer requirements ceceive considerably more

scrutiny than nonrated officer requicements.

18




CHAPTER IV
COMPARATIVE ANALYSES

gven though we've examined the process used to generate
officer requiroments, the process means very little unless we can
measure our officer size and growth patterns against some overall
criteria. Many critics favor the officer to enlisted ratio as an
effectiveness criterion. Other, more useful criteria include
mcasuring officer strength against force structure and
infrastructure. We'll use total aircraft inventory as a force
structure measure and number of Air Force installations as a

measure of our base infrastructure.

OFFICER TO ENLISTED RATIO

On the surface, it's difficult to see how the officer to
enlisted ratio means very much, if anything. In other services
the warrior or fighting element consists mainly of enlisted
people. Conversely, the Air Force warrior element is
predominantly in the officer corps (pilots, navigators, missile
launch officers). 1f our officer growth would be in the fighting
element, one could make a strong argumenc that an increase in the
officer to enlisted ratio is directly linked to an increase in
Air Force combat capability. Naturally, this is the exact

19




opposite of what the reformers advocate, since they tend to lump
all the services into one category. Let's stact off by looking

at aggregate officer to enlisted ratio's at five-year increments,

YEAR oFeICER ENLISTED RATIO
1956 57006 352085 .1619
1955 137149 818478 «1676
1966 129689 689666 . 1905
1965 111812 68958% 1911
1970 129532 657402 «197¢
1975 165161 563176 « 2099
1980 97961 455909 <2147
1985 148400 478603 2219

Source: USAF Statistical Digest, USAF Summaryl

Essentially, this chact confirms what we alrcady
know--the officer to enlisted ratio has increased over time. For
example, in 1950 we had 16.19 officers per 100 enlisted
personnel. The above chari shows us that thin ratio had
increased to 22.19 per 106 enlisted by 198S.

The question now becomes whether we can attribute this to
the fact that we've added more ol ficers to the "fighting® force
which would cause the ratio to increase, or whether it can be
attributed to some other factor. A quick and convenient method
to make this comparison would be to compute a rated officer to
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enlisted ratio and a support officer to enlisted ratio. If the
tated officer to enlisted ratio shows an increasoe while the
support officer to enlisted ratio shows a decrease or remains
telatively consatant, we can logically conclude that the increase
in the ratio is defendable based on an increase in our combat

element, Pirst, let's look at the rated side.

YEAR RATED OFF ENLISTED RATIO
1950 31839 352085 098
1955 71661 818478 .988
1960 72648 680666 .107
1965 65513 689585 . 995
1970 54356 657402 .983
1978 46639 503176 .993
1980 35108 455989 877
1985 34535 488693 07

Source: USAF Statistical Digest, USAF Summary?

This data reveals that the rated officer to 109 enlisted
ratio has varied from a high of 10.7 in 1960 down to 7.1 in 1985,
It certainly shows that there is no upward trend as we saw when
we comparad aggregate officer numbers to enlisted. This suggests
that rated officer growth and drawdowns roughly parallel that of
the enlisted. The chart at Attachment 4 more clearly {llustrates

this statement.
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Like the rated officers, missile launch of{ficers are an
inteqral part of our combat force. Their numbers are
considerably less than the rated force. From 1965 to 1985 we
have had betweon 3005 and 3800 misnile launch officers. As of
1985, they numbered 3012 compuared to a peak of 3800 in 1975. The
trend is downward and will continue to be so with deactivation ot
all Titan missiles. Should the INF Treaty be ratified, there
will be a further decrease in missile launch officers. Clearly,
the missile operations force has not contributed tr a higher
officer to enlisted factor.

One can definitely say that the overall increase in the
officer to enlisted ratio has nothing to do with incrcases in the
fighting portion of our officer corps. In faet, {i{ anything,
there seems to be a negative correlation. As a consequence of
this information we should sec a noncated officer to enlisted
ratio growth pattern that is even steeper than that of aggregate

officer to enlisted data.

YEAR NONRATED ENLISTED RATLO
1950 25176 352485 .872
1955 65488 818478 .084
1960 57641 680666 .084
1965 66108 689585 . 396
1976 75176 657482 . 114
1975 58522 543176 .116
1989 62801 455909 .138
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198% 7387% 480603 151

Soutce: USAP Statistical Digost, USAP Summary?

The data supports what we expected to see, which is an
oscalating crise from 7.2 to 15.1 nonrated officers per 100
enl isted people. This information can be seen as well on
Attachmaont 4. Unlike the cated force, the growth/drawdown
pattecns of the support force do not parallel those of the
enl istwd foree. What thiz suggests is that nonrated officer
qgeowth has little, if anything, to do with our enlisted manpower.
In many respects, this is not surprising. Much of our officer
yrowth is likely related to scientific/technical demands on the
Air Porce (We'll investigate this in the next chapter). Career
fields in computers, engineering, space, etc., tend to be officer
intensive with a promium on speciali~ed education found almost

exclusively in the officer force.

FORCE S'TRUCTURE

Pechaps by turning to force structure we can get more
meaningful comparisons. The most meaningful measure of force
structure is active aircraft inventory. More aircraft directly
translates into more focrce structure. If inventory totals do not
change, or in fact decrease, with new aircraft acquisitions, it
is because we ace modernizing our force and retiring obsolete
forces. In any case, we routinely hear that the requirement for
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more manpower is force structuce telated. Convaersely, our
frequent responsce to pressutes for a reduction in manpower is to
say we are going to have to reduce force structure.? In any
event, one would expect that officer force size might be o
function of airccaft inventory size. Whoen we review aircraft
inventories we can look at each weapon system, but eventually we
would have to ook at aggregate information to make some yenectal
comparisons. The ratio between types of aircraft is relatively
constant and would prove little, if anything. Por this reason,
we'll look at overall data. The figurus below give a Eive-yenar
interval review of total active aircralt inventory (TAl) and

flying hours.

YEAR TAL FLY _1I0URS
1950 17063 1,667,293
1955 25088 8,338,471
1960 15312 7,134,951
1965 12181 6,018,558
1976 11221 6,326,157
1975 7446 1,078, 26
1980 7175 2,997,275
1985 7271 2,911,680

Source: USAP Statistical Digest, USAP Summary5

Overall, this information shows 4 Startling reduction in
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our TAl from the mid-1950's to 1985 with almost 18,000 fover
atrerafts We alroady know from our previous information that
officer corps sixe will not fit the force structure pattern. The
€ollowing chart refleocts both our rated and nonrated officer to

afrccaft ratiosn.

YEAR KATEU/TAL  NONRATEL/TAIL
1956 1.87 1.48
195%% 2.86 2.61
1960 4.74 3.73
1969 5.8 5.43
1979 4.84 6.70
1979 6.26 7.86
1980 4.8Y 8.75
1989 4.7% 18.16

DATA:  USAF Statistical Digest, USAF Summary®

What we see here is a ratio of rated officers to aiccraft
that has stabilized below 5.0 in the last decade. This is not
surprising (rom the standpoint that most pilot/navigator
requiroments are linked to factors such as crew ratios. In fact,
this chart shows the excess of pilots we had in the mid-1979's.
Since then, with imploementation of the more peecise rated
managoment system, the data reflects a relatively stable balance
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of the rated force with respect to force structure. Thia i
clearly not the casce for the noncated officer to atrcrafy ratian,
What we see is a consistent and continuing incrcase in rhe
nonflyer to aircraft comparison. BDNased on this data, -t 13 not
prssible to link growth in the noncated officer corps to the
sircraft force structure which has boen comparatively stahis in
rocunt years. Attachment S is a display of pilots and woarate]

olficer to ai. ' :ft vatios.

AIR FORCE INSTALLATIONS

Ansther basis for cowpucison is Air Porce installations.
The teason {or uging this as 4 wmeanuring device is that «very
infrastructure, such as a base, yonerally requictes a cadre of
officers to uperate such an installation. VFor example, overy
major baze requires civil engincers, snupply officer, [(inance
officer. . . . the list goes on. 1{ we compare the numboer of
installations operated by the Air Force and find there is an
increasing number of them, then we may have a plausible
explanation for officer growth. Our data for installations
includes both "major" installations and “other" inastallations in
the United States znd overseas. A major installation is one at
which full-time flyingy or missile operations are conducted by o
permanently assigned undeployed squadcon, or it can be an
installatinn which has no operational (lying or misasile mission,
but does have a wing headquarters or its equivalent or higher Ait

Force organization. 1In 1975, we had 148 major installationsd, and
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by 1985 this had decroased to 136 major installations. Othar
installations Include items such as asuxiliary ajirtields,
ballintic minsile dites, clectronics stations, etc. The chart

below includes both type installations.

YEAR U.S. OVERSEAS TOTAL
1975 2299 892 319
1977 2481 (11 3161
1979 2276 672 2948
1981 2181 646 2827
1983 2192 670 2862
1985 21132 793 2835

Sourees  USAF Sumaacy?

In the 1980°'s, our number ol installations has remained
rolatively constant at the 28600 level, but our net decrease in
the 197% to 1985 decade was 3956, What this tells us is that
there is no correlation, other than a negative one, between our
bane infragtructure and officer growth., What it does show is the
post Southcast Asia drawdown in installations until we reached
the period of relative stability in the 1980°'s.

Our comparisons with enlisted population, aircraft
inventory, and active Aic Force installations have provided us
sone cather interesting information, and we can draw these
conclusions from jt:
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l. Rated/missile officer to onlisted catios have
temained relatively stable since the 1950°'s. Growth and
drawdowns in thesc two groups have roughly pacalleled. The
noncated officer to enlisted catio has more than doublad since
195¢.

2. Officer to force structure (aircraft) catina show a
faixiy constant relationship hotwoon rated olficer coeps sixe amd
aircraft inventory. WNonrated officer growth is not tolated Lo
force structure.

3. Thore is only # neygative vorrclation botweon officor
corps size and number of installations uver the past decade.

These comparisons have not providisd us with a valid
explanation for some of the growth in the officer [orce,
specifically in the support arvas. More investigalion is

necassaty to better focus on what has changed in the of ficet

ranks.
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CHAPTER V

OPPICER GROWTH PATTERNS

8o far, the data we've used does not leave us with a
coafortable tevling about huw and whore we've oxperienced growth
in the officur corps, uspecially with regard to the Air PForce as
a fighting force., Perhaps by looking at the officer population
in the various MAJCOMS, we can better deteraine where and why the
growth has occurced since the 197¢°s. Additionally, a review of
geowth patterns by occupational specialty can enlighten us even
more, ond may show us exactly what kind of “additional®” officers

welvee hean beinging on board.

PLONTING FORCE DEFINITIONS

At this point, we need to define the officer "fighting
force.” Certainly coveryone has an opinion on the essential
cluments of the combatant portion of the Air Porce. We are no
oxception. Thus (ar, we have only focused on the rated officer
corpa--pilots and navigators--along with missile launch ofticers.
Collectively, they are the yroup that delivers ocdnance on a
target. From ouc perspective, three other groups of officers
belong in the categoty of the [ighting force. They are weapons
controllers, aircraft maintenance officers, and missile
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saintenance ofticers. These people are so clusely linked to
sortie production and missile launch that they cannot be
distinguished from the “"teeth” of the forca. Annther reason for
this grouping is that all can be directly tind to for:e structure
and combat capability. Critics can argue that others rightfully
belong in this qroopinq. and in isolated instances they may he
correct. We want to koep the detinition of the fighting force
vicy distinct so that, as we 1nok at oflicer growth patterns, it
will be very clear whether the growth {s in the teeth or the
tajil. Pinally, we would not want te be accused of trying Lo
inflate the size of our combatant force. As we go through this
chaptec, let's focus on the MAJCOM: that have the bulk of thoesoe
people to see how they have fared relative to those that elither
have little or none of the fighting foruee.

MAJCOM REVIEW

We will review the MAJCUMS over throc poriods--197%,
1988, and 1985, During this roview, we noed to koep some things
in mind. Pirst, there have boen nome mission changos among the
MAJCOMs. Por example, the airlift C-130 force used to be in
Tactical Air Commend, but s now in Military Alclift Command,
Also, there were 12 MAJCOMs and 15 Sepacate Operating Agencies
(SOAs) /Direct Reporting Units (DRUS) in 197%; but by 1989, thers
were 14 MAJCOMs and the number of SOAs/DRUS had increased Lo 39,
Despite the proliferation of nuew organizations in the Air Force,
the operational fighting force structure and the officoers
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directly tinked to it still fall under the auspices of the
MAJCOMS .

™e following chart gives us an idea how our officer
forcn is distributod by MAJCOM. The bottom portion of the chart
also shows sggragate data on total oflficers assigned to the

MAJCOMs and the percentage they represent of the total 2ir Force

oflicor cocps.

MAJCOM OFFICERS

MAJGON L7 198 1985
ATC/AU 18440 15276 16886
ADC 3767 conna PR
AAC 865 844 7
APCC 2085 3843 4352
Ese {A¥SC) 863 1089
AFLC 2644 2633 3182
MAC 12281 11937 12915
PACAV 4718 3165 3378
SPACECOM  acece aceee 1699
SAC 21848 18459 17358
AFSC 9595 9949 12802
PAC 9545 13904 14336
USAFE 6113 6854 7184
MAJCOM TOTAL 92161 86927 95988
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AP TOTAL 165161 97960 108400

§ OF TOTAL 87.6% 88.8% 88.5%

Source: USAP Statistical Digest, USAF Summaryl

T™his infommation is useful fcom a couple uf vantaye
points. It shows us how cach MAJCOM hasn «ither grown ot deel fned
from the previous five-year anapshot aml permitn us to ovaluate
which commands “ave bonetittod from more of ficer manpower. Thoe
totals also raflect that the peccentage of the total AfFicer
corps assignod to MAJCOMB has beon conntant around tive RR% range,
The remaining 121 are assigned to SOA/DRUS. WO can soe some
obvious disparaties cspecially whon we laook at the delta (change)
from 1980 to 1985, While the total officer corps increased by
10,499 (+10.7%), some MAJCOME did not grow (c.q. SAC) white

others experienced substantial incrcases (e.q. AFCC).

OPERATIONAL/SUPPORT MAJCOM DISTINCTION
At this point, we arc going to put the MAJCOMs in two
categories - opcrational MAJCOMS and support MAJCOMs.  The
operational commands are those with operational (orce structure
(i.e. CC coded aircraft or operational offensive missiles). The
renaining commands serve in a supporting capacity. We'll compare
the net change in officer totals for cach command from 1988 to
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1985 along with the percentage increase or decrecase. The tesults
. will show whother the operational or support commands bencfitted
most from the 9,061 increase in MAJCOM manning from 1980-198S5, or

whethor the growth was spread eovenly between the two cateqgories.

OFFLCER GROWTH 1980-1985: OPERATIONAL COMMANDS

HAJCON CHANGE: ACHANGE
AAC =37 -4.4%
MAC +978 +8.2%
PACAP +213 +6.7%
SAC -1101 -6.0%
‘PAC +432 +3.1%
USAFE +330 +4.8%
TOTAS, +815 +1.5%

Source:  USAF Summacy?2

OFFICER GROWTH 1980-1985: NONOPERATIONAL COMMANDS

MAICOM CHANGE ACHANGE
. ArC/AU +t1610 +10.5%
ACC +1309 +43.0%
13
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EsC 4226 +26.21%

AFLC +549 24,99
SPACECOM +1699 -

AFSC +2853 +28.74%
TOTAL +8246 126,04

DATA: USAF SUMMARY3

The results of this comparison are nothing short of
astounding. The operational commands experienced oither negative
or little officer growth during the 198@4-1985 period with o
cunulative gain of 815 officers or +1.5t. Convoersely, the
support commands wer. the benclactors of phenomenal inercases
with a cumulative gain of 8246 officers which topresents an
increase of 26.0%. This is a gain rcatio of over 1021, and for
all practical purposes, we can say that virutally all the officer
increases have gone to our supporting rather than figqhting
commands. This corroborates a conclusion that stated officer

growth was not force structure related,

GROWTH BY OCCUPA'TIONAL SPECIALTY
Given the highly intercsting data we developed from a
review of the MAJCOMs, let's yet more specific and look at growlh
patterns by occupational specialty. Based on what we've scen so
far, we'll focus on two areas--fighting force gpecialties and
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those specialtices associated with the commands that have
oxperionced the most sjecowth,. We'll also take a look at some
random support of ficer specialtics to assess overall growth. A
good roforence point for geowth information is 1977, since it
cepresents one of the low water marks in overall officer force
size. This will allow us to scce where the Air Force has placed
it's growth omphasis in recent years. The table below reflects
the net growth or decline from 1977-1985 and the percentage
increase it reprogsents for a particular specialty. It should
provide quite useful information in that it shows exactly how
wany of ficors were working in particulac gpecialties in a given

yoear and oxceludes those in pipeline/training status.

35




OPPICER SPECIALTY GROWTH 1977-198%

1977 +/- CHANGE )
SPECIALTY BASELINE TO 1985 +OR=-
Pilots/Navigators/Observer 29458 -664 =2.%
Missile Operations 3233 -211 -6.%1%
Weapons Director/Controller 1517 +39¢ 125.7%
Afrcraft Maintenance 3652 *5 U1
Miasile Maintenance 50% -39 =7.7%
Space Systems 454 +793 +174.7%
Scientific 1103 +316 +28,.61%
Acquisition Management 1659 +887 +53.5%
Devcolopment Engineering 4265 +1648 +318,6%
Transportation 914 +5% +6. Uy
Supply Services 319 HLu? 133,98
Security Police 978 +98 Y14, 0%
Info. Systems (Comm/Computer) 5115 +152¢ +29.7%
- Administration 2375 +152 t6.4%
Intelligence 2264 +594 126,21,
Medical . 9693 +2710 +28.0%
International Pol Mil Aff 154 +65 +42,2%
Audio Visual 89 +24 27,04
Legal 1896 +196 t17.9%
Civil Engineering 18134 +518 +28,29
Finance 1247 t11 +h.8%
Logistics Plans 914 +176 +19, 1%

Source+ USAF Summary4
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A you can see, the dotted ]ine sepacates the fighting
focce npecialtios Ecom the support force. With the exception of
weapons controllers, it also socoms to be a line dividing the
loss/nu growth specialtics from those that have in some casas
oxpotienced oxtraordinary growth, Especially disturbing is that,
on the whole, officors in the fighting force have actually
dectined botween 1977 to 1985 while our total officer force
increaned from 96,254 to 108,408 - a change of +12,146!

Cortainly one can understand, to some oxtent, the growth in space
systems over this period. Undurstandable also are modest (5-10%)
increases in some of our high toch specialties. What challenges
the imagination is what appears to bhe unconstrained or
undisciplined growth in certain other areas. One has to question
Jyrowth in excoss of 25% in scientific, acquisition, engineering,
svrvicen, communications/data automation, intelligence, medical,
political military affairs, civil engineering and audio-visual
ollicers; especially when done at the expense of or in lieu of
our combatant officers., The chart above does not include all
carcer fields, but it is certainly representative of what has
happened to the types of jobs our officers are doing. A summary
that compares the *teoth® to the "tail® which includes all
occupational specialties is at Attachment 6. This graph clearly
illusteates the dynamics between our combatant and support
forces, and highlights the radical shift in emphasis during the
nmid-197¥'s from “tecth® to "tail."

It secems highly doubtful that our Air Force leaders would
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want us to follow this path purposcly. More likely is the
possibility that it has happened incraementally without anyone
stepping back to look at what has happenad to the overall offieec
mix., PFor example, there was probably some justification for
adding 24 audio visual officers and 152 administeative officers
during 1977-1985, but it is highly doubtful if anyone ever askad
whether it was more important to our warfighting mission to have
these individuals rather than more aircraft maintunance
officecs-~a carecr field in which we added only (ive officers
during this same peoriod.

Looking at the officer rowth patternn, we can seoe thoet
they parallel the growth by MAJCOMs. For eoxample, the bulk of
scientists and engineers would go to Systom:s Command., Similarly,
most communicators and computer specialists would likcly be
assigned to Communications Command. Another phenomenon is that
many of the support officers probably also wont to these commands
becausc of the increased base operating supporl necded for the
additional technical officers. There are ways to check this
information, hut such is beyond the scopce of this study. Suflice
it to say that the patterns w: see in oflicer specialty growth
mirror the patterns witnessed in MAJCOM growth.

Conclusions that we can logically derive [rom this data
are:

1. MAJCOMs with operational force structure (aircraft/missiles)

experienced a net officer increase of 1.5% (815 officers) (rom

198¢-1985.
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2. Suppoct MAJCOME had o not ol ficer increase of 26,0V (R246
offivcers) from 1988-1985,

3. Officers porfomming fighting force duty (teeth) had a net
decroane of 519 (-1.4%) fcom 1977-198S.

4. Officers peclomming support daty (tail) had a net inccrease of

12,66% (21.7%) Crom 1977-1985.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUS IONS

We've looked at the Air Porce officer corps from a number
of different perspectives-~-historical; the requirements procoess;
comparisons with enlisted, force structure, and installations;
MAJCOM changes; and growth patterns by occupational specialty.

In each chapter, we came up with some conclusions regarding out
analysis. Before reaching any final asscssment, let's revioew the

independently derived conclusions to sce if they tie with each

other:

1. The Air Force officer corps has transitioned from o
predominantly rated to noncated force,.

2. The officer corps has expericnced consistent growth aince
1978.

3. Officer increases since 1978 have been almost exclusively in
nonrated specialties.

4. Some nonrated officer requirements acre nol covered by the
management engineering process.

5. All rated officer requirements are quantified and oxaminced
through an extensive rated management system.

6. Rated officer requirements roceive considerably more scrutiny
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than noncatod officer requicoments.

7. Rated/missile ofticer to onlisted ratios have remained
telatively stable since the 1YS6's. The nontated officer to
wnlisted catio has more than doubled since 1950.

8. Officer to force structure (aircraft) cratios show a fairly
constant relationship hotween rated officer corps size and
aircealt inventory. Nontated officer growth is not related to
force stcucture.,

9. ‘There is only a negative correlation between officer corps
size and nuabor of installations in the past decade.

4. MAJCOME with operational force structure (aircraft/missiles)
experionced a net officer incrcase of 1.5% (815 officers) from
1984-1985,

ll. Suppoct MAJCOMs had a not officer increase of 26.0% (8246
of licers) [rum 1980-198S.

12. Officers pecforming fighting force duty (teeth) had a net
decrease of 519 (-1.4%) from 1977-85.

13. Officers percforming support duty (tail) had a net increase

of 12,665 (21.7%) from 1977-1985.

A reviaw of these separately derived statements reflects
a consistently undesirable trend in the United States Air Force
officer corps. In the last decade, we have taken a rapid and
dramatic shift of enphasis away from the fighting force and put
it on the support force. The graph at Attachment 6 best

sumnarizes our total officer corps experience, and suggests that
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we are transitioning out of the warfighting business just to
support the tremendous overhead we have created.

From the evidence presented in this paper, here's what
we think has happened. 1In the mid-1970's, the rated force took
tremendous strides in quantifying its current and futuro nods,
Rated requirements wer: subject to an intensc serics of checks
and balances and still are today. Additionally, fighting force
career fields (missile operations/maintenance and asircraft
Maintenance) were 8o closcly tied to (orce steucture that any
growth/reduction would be closcly associated with
aircrafe/missile/flying hours. The weapons controller Cield grew
as a divect consequence of the E3A expansion.

Conversely, the support officer rogquirements ceceived no
"big picture® assessments ond grew virtually unchecked in a
permissive environmant that han lasted almost o decade.  Despito
the manpower community's best efforts, it was unable to validate
or invalidate the massive requirowments for support ofticers,
Most important, however, was the fact that no one made any
concerted attempt to constrain the support force. Perhaps,
that's why we have more finance officers than bomber pilots; more
engineers than fighter pilots; more communications/computer
officers than tanker/transport pilots; more administrative
officers than weapons controllers; more public affairs officers
than missile maintenance officers; and more scientists/
intelligence officers than aircraft maintenance officers. Thoe
point of making these comparisons now is that most likely no one
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did in the past, and as a dicect consequence we find our Air
. Porca ofllicer force the (requent target of critics.

Our officer jrowth over the last decade is unguestionably
uncelated to our (orce structure. The guestion asked by the
Litle of this paper i3 portinont: "1s the USAY Officer Corps a
righting Porce?® Our answer is yos, but along the way we've
picked up so much oxtea baggayge that we've scrjously jeopardized
the Cuture of our (ighting force and the ability to sustain it.
Our baxsic warfighting chacter has not changed. . . let's not lose

sight of it! Where do we go (rom here? Read on.
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CHAPTER VI
RECOMMENDAT IONS

The prossure to reduce militacy manpower i3 intense and,
in the era of shrinking defense budgets, it will becomo even mute
pronounced. Many critics will emphasize that the ollicer corps
fs the most likely target for cuts. Our conventional approach to
thesc pressures has been cither to threatan to ot actually cut
force structure. This is the casy approach becausc we can
teadily quantify the magnitude of such an action: it saves hoth
manpower and money; and, of coucrse, it's the most dramatic.

Unfortunately, force structure cuts copcoscat the most
disastrous approach in the long term. Pirst, they ace
contradictory to our basic warlighting chacter. The rinult ol
these actions is that they tdrther increase the catio of support
focces to fighting forces. These actions siynal te our oritics
that we prefer to save support activities (e.q. bands,
ajninistration, audio visual) over Elying squadrons. ‘This has
the net effect of making us an even richer taryet for ceforacrs
both in and out of the Conyress.

Well, what should we do? Our suygestion is to qgo back to
1977 as a baseline year for our olficer corps. We chose this

year because it represents the timoe we, a3 an Air Foree, lost
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conteol of support officur growth (sce Attachment 6). The Air
Porew Council, nol manpower specialists, should then establish
how much support officer growth is tolerable from this baseline
of 54,199 aontated oflicers. Keep in mind that, by 1985, we were
alroady up to 73,875 support officers. Our conservative estimate
is that we could not only survive, but perhaps function more
efficiontly an a (ighting force with 10,000 fewer support
ofticors. It seums iconic that the specialties we've thrown the
most oflicers into over the lasat decade (e.q9. data automation,
intelligence, communications) are the very areas that represent
some of our largast battlefield uncertainties. After our leaders
establish a suppart officer cap, then we can let the functional
cepresentatives and manpower specialists wrestle over priorities
within the constraints. The Air Staff Board can bless the
cesults of these efforts and we can begin the reduction in our
support officer forcve through normal attrition. A reduction in
force (RIF) is not necessary to achieve the desired results in a
reagonable period of time. Additionally, this proposed course of
action would give support MAJCOMs time to reorganize with fewer
people--it may even provide an impetus to consolidate rather than
vreate organizations. With this action, we can end the
disturbing trend of having the fighting force absorb the burden
of 4 bloating support force.

The savings associated with a 10,000 officer cut exceed
one half billion dollars annually. It shows our intent to focus

on the teeth rather than tail. This alone could silence critics,
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because it reprosents a proactive rather than reactive stence to
a situation whore we have to take some action. Such an
aggressive posture would allow us to choose where the cuts should
be taken, rather than allowing those a 1ot lass capable of making
reasoned decisions to 3o so for us. Additionally, this can take
some pressure off end strenyth ceilings and alleviate the curcent
necessity we feel to either civilianize or contract out military
activities. Por oxanplo; maybe we could stop the curroent impetus
to contract out aircrew traininmg. To some, this is on insult to
the very essonce of the Air Force. 1t seoma ludicrous that we
catain administrative officer training as o more inhecontly
military function than aircrew training.

In the 1970's, there werc some eflorts made toward
creating a support officer distribution and training managomant
system similar to that which had been institutionalized for the
rated community. Perhaps, if thesc efforts had becon more
successful and had evolved into something like the rated
managoment process, the situation might he different now.
Clearly, we need to take some decisive action to remedy the
unacceptable position we find ourselves in taday. 1t is not
fair, nor does it make sense, to expect the manpower people alone
to solve the problem. At a minimum, we nemd to begin a drawdown
of the suppcrt officer force, before it strangles our fighting
force. 1If we don't step up to this responsibility, outside
agencies such as OMB, the GAO, and the Conyress are going to do
it for us. If we wait to let this happen, then pechaps we
deserve our fate. . . . whatever it might be,
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